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5. transporfation infrastructiure projects.
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fany, if not all of
A Process,

design and construction of U
these projects would not have hr:c so recognized were it not f
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S 18 also proud o have worked with the task forces throughout the seven month
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lelays in completing [EA and CE] reviews are encountered freguently despite
the minimal environmental nmpacts associated with such projects. Fven if such
project-level delays are individually small, their m;m? ative in*apa@i‘ may be
stonificant because most ransportation projects are nrocessed as Cls

Accordmg o the report
vironmentat process dela
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counterparts (and certainly more than outside national int

terestsy will be able to ensure
that the needs of the local commumity are met whatover the outcome of the NEPA

BrOCess

ports this position. By seiting the tength of
wimended length of 150 pages) del
W5 1T %am"m% !

Becommendation 2.2 - Amend NEPA to codify the IS page Hmits set forth in 40
O E% I56G7, 7 ARTEA 51\'}_‘(_);1%1'{ SUD in
H) pages (with a e




in order to both reduce delay and maximize the amount of input from state, local and
tribal stokcholders w1 the WEPA process, there should be a defined “lead agency™ for
. Cooper imf‘ agencies which would be selected under this reconmmendation
C Process, bui th E_ ad agency ximu ‘(E-?.Iiiiifs C(m‘ﬁ‘(ﬂ over
niahble,

every project
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In the transportation seclor, ii
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PA fitgation allows a small minority of individuals to hijack
imply for the sake of

Flowever, when abused, !
the NEPA process in an attempt to perpetually delay projec
delaving them.

<

/" has been described in numerous outiets by

olaintifts in NEP: xamples of this mentality

it more graphic e
evident in the following 1999 guote from Jay '

Virginia Clhanler of
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{15 {0 the process or how information was considered when the
initial review was being conducted.
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The task foree sh consider examining who ! as the right to become mvolved in
roject once NEPA ltigation s initiated, When the federal g;_ow:rmncm
responds to NE s, 3 is constramed (o oni\,' dam sing the statutery legal points
raised by whichever group is challenging a projects, Greater issues such as the pr mui 5
environmental E 1efits or the potential effects of project delay on other highway proje
and the nation’s structure as a whole are not congidered, «

3 95 case, Eé'n';: 2}1,'{‘;_,i<3c.t.«: environmenial and public health ben
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S motor vehiole crashes on one

entssions, Also, between 2000 and 2002 there were |
section of LLS, 95, According fo the Texas Transportation [nstitute’s 2005 Urbe
Mobility Report, in the vear 2002 alone, trafhic congestion cost Las Vegas o
lon and resulted in the additional consumption of

1the NEPA

and businesses $380 mil
galtons of motor fuel. All of these factors should have been considered i
process as a conscaucnce of not going forward with the 115, 93 project.




Hecommendation 6.1 — Direct 010 to oromulsate regulations (o encourage more
consultation with stakeholders, ARTBA supports this recommendafion with the caveat

that consultation be “encouraged™ as opposed to “required.” Consultation throughout the

MEPA process will aliow for new information and issues to surface faster and be dealt
with accordingly. This should reduce the possibility of Eihm}.fit)i‘i fate in the NEPA
17 TOCESS h},f separating project issues that have merit and need to be addressed from those

nly o initiate frivolous Htigation d wnu? y interfere with the project

i this consyl




As recommended in this drafi

tear of potential litigation. The pag

E A
{

report would heln alleviate this problem.
‘

e limits on BI85 and b

Beocopunendation 8.1 — Amend NEPA fo clarify how agencies would svaluate the
effeet of nast actiops for assessine cumuilative impact, ARTEA has no comment on

this recommendation other than to ask that anv clarifications in this arca be done with an

o towards reducing delay in the overall process,




L review process, this would be a wel SOITIE

issues would reduce delay in ‘(Eu;:: MNEP,
should he noted that @ reduction in the amount of overall duplicat

process which would be aclieved h_\; other recommendations in this ¢
affect the amount of staff that agencies have to dedicate to NEPA, .-f'f‘xlssax, staffing rssues

should be addressed to the extent ih i ih< v will allow agencies o enforce mandatory
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